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Atomic Safety & Llcenelnq Board
U. S. Atomic Energy Conm1551®n

- Washington, D. C. 20545
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Mr. R. B. Briggs a

June l;

1973

Dr. John C. Geyer
Department of Geography and

" Environmental Engineering
The John Hopkins University
513 Ames Hall

Baltimore, Maryland 21218

~what information the !'avor

0240507 73064
ADOCK 05000847

lolten Salt Reactor: Proaram
‘Oak Ridge National Laboratory
P. O. Box Y
Oak Ridge, Tennessece 37830.
Re: Consolidated Edison Company
of New York, Inc. ,
Indian Point Unit No. 2
"AEC Docket No. 50-247

Gentlemen:

- The belated letter of iiay 9, 1973, from George L.
Segnit, HMayor of the Village of Buchanan, chardlng the
jelelbs ible installation of cooling towers at Indlan Point,
raises more questions than it answers. First, the lctter
does not state what specific provisions of tho zoning
ordinance would limit the height of cooling towers or even
whether any such provisions . would he- applicable to a public
utility such as Con RIdison. Second, the letter does. not
explain how this matter was presented to the village or
had hefore him vhen the letter
was written. ‘Such information is particularlv significant
since the letter was written under the mistalen impression
that the BDoard is mercly considering "requesting" the
installation of coolinc towers at Indian Point rather than
mandating them as a condition to the license. Third, the
letter does not indicate the official policv of Buchanan
toward the Indian Point units as a result of the ordinance.
For example, would the village ingsist that the annlicant
move its cperations out of Buchanan ratihor than pemit a
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To: Samucl I*.’Jensch, ct al. _ . June 1, 1973
Re: 'Consolidated Edison Co. ' ' -2-
zoning variance for coo]1nq towers - Tourth, it is the
Village Planning loard and not. tho Mayor which would rule
on an application Ly Con Tdison.for a zoning variance, -
assuming‘onc'ix_ovon_neodod - The llayor, thercfore, is

‘not the appropriate authority to be speaking on this matter.

His letter, in fact, does nothing morc than speculate on

‘what the Plannlng Board may ultlmately do in a hvpothetlcal

51tuatlon.

It is the State's onlnlon that the issue raised by
the Mayor s letter is unworthy of the Board's consideration

- at least until the above questions are answered and the

matter is further clarified. The rosnonsiblc'villagc

"authorltlca should be requested to clarify their position

immediately. At that point, the Board will be in a position
to determine whether: thlS new matter warrants a reopening
of the hearing.

It is our understandlnq that Con Edison had been
in communication with village officials shortly before the
Mayor's letter was written. The applicant should dctall
its involvement'in this eleventh-hour affalr.

The State of New Yorb does not oppose the reopcnlna
of the hearlnq if the anpllcant wishes to do so as a

prerequisite to offering the village letter in evidence.:

However, the State nust note that any delay occasioned by .

a rcopening of this hearing nust necessitate a delaj in the -
issuance of an. operating license to the apolicant. "Any
other result would only encourage prospective awnllcanta to
engage in dilatory mancuvers. If the applicant is prepared
to accept such a dclav, the State would have no objcction to
a motlon by the aopllcant to reopcn the hoarlng

Very truly yours,

LOUIS J. LEFXKOWITZ
Attorney Genecral.
By '
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JPC:rab JAMES P. CORCORAMN
' Assistant Attornev Gencral
cc: llyron Karman, Lsq. ‘
Anthony 7. ¥oisman, I3
Angus lacBeth, Tsq.
J. Bruce llacDhonald, Lsq.
Leonard . Trosten, Tsa.
Atomic Safety & Licensing Doard Pancl
Secretary, U. S. Atomic inerqgy
Convaission
George L. Scgnit, rayor
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